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LIQUIDITY RISK, PRICE IMPACTS AND THE REPLICATION PROBLEM

ALEXANDRE F. ROCH

ABSTRACT. We extend a linear version of the liquidity risk model ofti@eet al. (2004) to allow
for price impacts. We show that the impact of a market ordeprices depends on the size of the
transaction and the level of liquidity. We obtain a simplatcterization of self-financing trading
strategies and a sufficient condition for no arbitrage. Wesi®er a stochastic volatility model in
which the volatility is partly correlated with the liquigiprocess and show that, with the use of vari-
ance swaps, contingent claims whose payoffs depend on lihe ofthe asset can be approximately
replicated in this setting. The replicating costs of suchqgifa are obtained from the solutions of
BSDEs with quadratic growth and analytical properties esthsolutions are investigated.

1. INTRODUCTION

In financial markets, liquidity either refers to the easehwithich financial securities can be
bought and sold or to the ability to trade without triggeringportant changes in asset prices.
Liquidity becomes a risk factor when the magnitude of theaotmf these phenomena changes
randomly over time. Uncertainty regarding the level of idjty in traded assets has been for a
long time a critical issue for moderate to large traders. ddst of a given trading strategy in real
world situations can be substantially high when large gtiastof financial assets are traded due
to the consequential impact of trading on prices, and thadohmand uncertain future supply and
demand. In this paper, we construct an arbitrage-free melbeh relates levels of liquidity to
trade impacts and quantify liquidity costs of strategiesdur hedging claims contingent on the
value of the traded asset.

The literature on liquidity risk is large and can be mainlyided according to these two con-
ceptual perspectives. In the first category of models, tloe of an asset depends on the size of the
transaction and the depth of the order book. The secondargterludes those commonly known
as “large trader” models in which a large trader buys and seith large quantities of assets that
his trades affect the prices in a non-negligible way. Theppse of this paper is to combine both
approaches in a unified framework and to study the problemomtirmgent claim replication.

Examples of recent papers in the first category includenC@&rrow and Protter [6] and Cetin
and Rogerd[7]. Rogers and Singhl[20] give a microeconongigraent for a price which depends
on size and this is then reflected in the dynamics of self-Gimastrategies. They solve an optimal
control problem in this context.

Bank and Baum([2], Frey [12] and Jarrow [15] are examples pkepain which the impact of
the large trader is a function of its current holdings. Inohi$i et al. [1], the authors relate the
impact of trades to the shape of the order book and consiéegprithlem of optimal liquidation
by the large trader. On the other hand, Ly Vath etlal! [17] wtih@ problem of optimal portfolio
selection for a large trader who has a price impact functimhaost function of exponential form.

Our present model was in part inspired by the liquidity ristdal of Cetin, Jarrow and Protter
[6] (thereafter referred to as the CJP model). In the CJP mbglaidity is introduced by hypoth-

esizing the existence of a supply cuiS@,x) which gives, at a given timg the price per share to
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pay for a stock in terms of the sizeof the trade. In such a model, the trader observes the supply
curve and acts as a price taker. In this setting, liquidiste@ssentially depend on the quadratic
variation of the trading strategy. The main drawback of thalel is that liquidity risk can essen-
tially be avoided by approximating a given self-financingding strategy (s.f.t.s.) by a sequence
(XMn>1 of continuous s.f.t.s. with finite variation (FV) which incoo liquidity costs. The prices

of options are then unaffected by liquidity risk. This issugs cleverly dealt with in Cetin et al.

[8] by adding constraints on the gamma of the hedging stiededA liquidity premium is then
reflected in option prices.

Our approach is to combine both notions of liquidity risk bypbthesizing the existence of
a random linear supply curve and by studying the impact afetsaon prices. One of the key
observations made in this paper is that the magnitude oé pmpacts is directly related to the
amount of liquidity of the asset. This leads to a simple ctt@rization of self-financing trading
strategies in which the profit is partly affected by the lesdlquidity. The main goal of this paper
is to study the effect of liquidity risk on the replicatingste of contingent claims. We consider a
stochastic volatility model in which the volatility procedepends in part on the level of liquidity.
We will see that variance swaps are the simplest hedging toahis setting.

The paper is organized as follows. In Secfidon 2, we derivéntipact of trading on prices using
simple principles and show that changes in the price of agt &ssdlirectly affected by the amount
of liquidity. We then use these observations to propose aefmefined on the Brownian filtration
and show it is arbitrage-free. A simple characterizatiosaf-financing strategies is derived to
help set up the replication problem. Sectidn 3 is devotedhéonbain result of this paper, the
replication of contingent claims using variance swaps &edccharacterization of replication costs
in terms of backward stochastic differential equationswgtiadratic growth. Sectidd 4 presents
useful analytical properties of these solutions.

2. THE SETUP

We consider an economy consisting of a risky asset (tygieatitock) which is traded through
a limit order book, its associated contingent claims andlafriee asset. We take the point of view
of a hedger who observes the limit order book of the stock aaklesimarket orders (also known
as marketable limit orders). We start by describing the supprve the hedger would expect to
observe if he did not trade. We call it timaffected supply cunand denote it bys. It represents
the limit order book that results fromll other traders’ limit and market orderdt is a conceptual
construction which is not directly observed. We will assuhe the hedger’s trades have a lasting
impact on prices which will be added #®to obtain theactual observed supply curveshich we
denote bys°.

We are given a fixed maturify and(Q, .7, (%t )o<t<T,P) a filtered probability space which sat-
isfies the usual conditions. We assume the interest rategaat, and for simplicity we work with
the discounted price processes. The (discounted) unadf@cice process is an exogenously given
adapted continuous process: (S (X))t>oxer (Or sometimes writte(t, x) for convenience)S (x)
is the price per share for a transaction of siz timet that would be observed if the hedger did
not trade before time The actual (discounted) quoted price per share that akehparticipants
obtain for a transaction of sizeat timet is denoted byS(x). We start by assuming that the
unaffected supply curvgas the following linear structure:

S(X) = S+Mx forxeR (2.1)
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where (M;)t>0 and (S)t>o are positive semimartingales. Note that the fact that thigtion is
continuous ak = 0 implies there is no bid-ask spread. While it is theorelygabssible forS (x) to
be negative for some valuesxfit is unlikely to happen in practice since the valuéviafis small.
We assume there is a meas@egeequivalent taP, under which the unaffected price procé&sis
local martingale. As in the classical theory, this assuampwill be sufficient to rule out arbitrage
opportunities. See Theordm P.5 below in this regard.

The assumption that the supply curve is linear is supporyetthd» empirical study of Blais [3]
for stocks that are frequently traded in large volumes. Thdyswas based on a large data set of
stocks traded on several different stock exchanges in the3@03. See also Blais and Protter [4].

Before we specify the precise model andM on which we will focus, we start by detailing
general characteristics that a liquidity risk model whictliide price impacts should reflect.

Equation [(2.1) gives us a way to describe the limit order bodle represent it by a density
function p; (z) which denotes the density of the number of shares beingeaffet pricez at timet,
i.e. szpt(z)dzis the number of shares offered between prigeandz. If a trader wants to buy
x shares at timé through a market order then the price to paﬁézpt(z)dz in which z, solves
fSZ{X pt(z)dz=x. Itis clear from the linear structure of the supply curve fbaanyt < T the density

equalso(z) = Z—,bt In that casezs = § + 2Mx and the dollar outlay fox shares is

1 S+2Mx 9
2—|V|t/s zdz= SX+ Mix* = x§(X).
Sincep is a measure of liquidity, we can think df as a measure of illiquidity. Indeed, the larger
is M, the higher is the liquidity cost.

We letX; denote the number of shares owned by the hedger at #méS’(x) denote the actual
asset price per share observed in the market, which inclingesnpact of the hedger’s trading
strategy, i.eS(x) implicitly depends orX. We defines® = $(0) as the observed quoted price.

We now describe the impact that an arbitrary market ordeohdke limit order book. We will
then use these observations to justify our specificatidBaridS . First, one should observe that
if AX; shares are bought at tinhdoy a trader through a market order, then the correspondirig pa
of the order book is used up. This would mean that immediaér the trade the limit order
book would have a density of O for prices betwe&@randS® 4+ 2M;AX; andp; elsewhere since the
lowest ask price would then tié’Jr 2MiAX; whereas the highest bid would remain the same. In
this perspective, one can see that an implicit assumptiaenmethe liquidity model of Cetin et al.
[6] is that new limit orders to sell are placed immediatelieat trade, thereby filling up the limit
order book to its previous levels since it is assumed thdesdave no impact on the supply curve.
The new observed quoted price is the same as before and tlaetimp prices is non-existent in
[6]. Although it is reasonable to assume that the limit ottol@ok fills up to its previous level after
a trade, it is not clear whether the gap should be filled by bidsk orders. For example, if the
gap is filled entirely by bid orders after the purchas@xf, then the new quoted price is shifted
upwards tos + 2M;AX. In this case, the outcome is a full impact on prices.

The empirical findings of Weber and Rosenow! [21] showed thptactice the impact of trading
on prices is important but can be less than the full impactrilesd in the previous paragraph. In
fact, they showed a negative correlation between returdgrenvolume of incoming limit orders
which suggests that traders respond to buying market ofdeegiding new limit orders in the
opposite direction. We model this phenomenon by introdyieiparameted < [0,1] measuring

the proportion of new bid orders (resp. ask orders) fillinghglimit order book when a trade to
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buy (resp. sell) is made at timeln effect, the effective impact on prices of a trade of &ixgis to
shift the quoted price t&° + 2A MiAX;, whereas the density level of the order book is unaffected.
We have to be careful how we define the observed price proodhssisetting. Indeed, when
the hedger makes a trade at titrtbe price he pays is unaffected by the impact of this currasnlet
whereas prices right aftemill be. In this senseS will not be cadlag in general, althoudfl, is
and includes the impact of a trade at time
SupposeX is a simple trading strategy of the forh= zt”ZOAQX%M in which AYX = Xip —
X fork=1,...,nandAjX = Xo. Then, the observed quoted price should satisfy

k—1 k—1 k—1
—SH2F AMpAX =S 125 AMpn APX +2 5 A (A'M)(AMX)
% i;) i i;) i i;) I !

for anyt € (17, 7]. Note that the sum in the previous equation only goes up-td since%?,

which represents the price per share for a trade of size @tigat impacted by the trade at time
T.. The right-limit version of this process is then given by

k—1 k—1
S =s+2%;\ MrinllAi”XnLZ_%)\(Ai“M)(A{‘X) (2.2)
1= 1=
foranyt € [17 ;, 77) whenSis right-continuous. Following these observations, wergefi

t t
S St+2)\/0 Mu_dXJ—i—Z)\/Od[M,X]u 2.3)

forallt <T, for a general semimartinga¥e Furthermore, we define the observed quoted price by
S =limg L, . By assuming that the level of liquidity: is unaffected by trades, we readily obtain
that the supply curve is given by

S0 =+ Mix (2.4)

forall0 <t <T andx € R. We think of 1— A as the fraction of the order book which is renewed
after a market order so that in practice the actual impactmepisA times the full impact.

Equation 2.8 gives us a new understanding of the causesatflitgland its relation to illiquidity.
As mentioned earliel$is the price process which results from limit and market sad all the
other market participants. The equation suggests thatntipadgt of the market orders of each
market participant is proportional to the valuehdf The volatility of S can then be expected to be
correlated in part td1. (Another component of the volatility &would be related to the volatility
of limit orders.) In fact, many empirical works have showattthe level of liquidity is an important
determinant of the variance of log-returns. The readerfesmed to the works of Farmer et al. [11]
and Weber and Rosenow [22] for a more detailed discussior.observation that these authors
make is that volatility is high when liquidity is low, and lowhen liquidity is high. SinceM is
a measure of illiquidity, we can expect the instantaneouisivee of the log-returns of the stock
price to be in part correlated withl. This is a key observation which will enable us to hedge
derivatives. Indeed, in the next section, we will introdwegiance swaps which will be used to
hedge against the liquidity risk. Since volatility is onetloé most correlated quantities to liquidity
risk, this is a very natural choice. See Remidrk 3 in this ikgar

Following these observations, we consider a stochastatiligf model forS:

d§ = ZSdWy, (2.5)
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in whichW, is a Brownian motion defined on the filtered probability sparelZ; is the stochastic
volatility. Recall that we are working directly under a ris&utral measur® for unaffected prices,
henceShas no drift term. We modé&ll andZ as follows. Defind/ andU as the solutions of

dUi = y(Ui+n)dt+ ®(Up)dWay,
dv = aM+a)dt+0O(\)dWs;

in whichW = (W) j<3t<7 is a three dimensional Brownian motion defined on the filtgneda-
bility space, andr,y,n,ac R. We definez? = U +\4 and letM = €[ (U), in which T is strictly
increasing and twice continuously differentiable. In pice the procesM takes small values
compared ta, but is also an important component of the volatility pracEs As a result, the
constant is typically small.

We are using a three dimensional Brownian motion since thieréhree different sources of risk
in this model, namely the stock price, the liquidity levebahe volatility, which is, in practice,
only partially dependent on the level of liquidity. The cooments olW are typically correlated
and we denote bR = %COV(V\() the matrix of instantaneous correlation coefficients. V¢eiase
R is positive definite and we ldt be the upper triangular matrix in the Cholesky decompasitio
such thaiR"1 = LTL. We then defind = LW. ThenB is a three-dimensional Brownian motion
with independent components. We denote the componehts'dfy

01 02 O3
L= 0 ®» o
0O 0 63

We assume the functior® and® are chosen so that the solutions of the above stochastic dif-
ferential equations are well defined. For example, one dea@{v) = V¢ with 6 = O,% or 1

Examples of stochastic volatility models of this form arestda [13] (é = %), Hull and White [14]
(6 = 1), and Detemple and Osakwe [10]. Other expression&farould be used, however we

have chosen this particular form for its mathematical &haitity and its widespread use in theory
and practice.

2.1. Self-Financing Strategies and No Arbitrage.In order to properly address the problem of
replicating contingent claims, we give a characterizatibself-financing strategies and establish
under which condition our model is arbitrage-free. In outisg, the self-financing condition is as
follows.

Definition 2.1. Let T i to=13 <17 < ... < rQn =T be a sequence of random patrtitions tending to
the identity. A pair of processé, Y )i,<t<T iS a self-financing trading strategy (s.f.t.s.) [@)nT]
if X is a semimartingale andis an optional process satisfying

kn
Y = Yto_—A><tos°<to,A><to>—gi;nmkz DX ST, BFX) Lp<yy (2.6)
=1

where convergence is in ucp. (See Profter [19] for undefieadd.) HereAX = Xep —Xqp | for
k=1,...,n.

X represents the number of shares of the asset owned by therteetty; is the position in the
risk-free asset at time The interpretation is that the position in the risk-fresedsat time should
be equal to the position at timgminus the cost of all the trades betwegandt. Here,Y;,_ is the
value of the position in the risk-free asset before the tetdamety.
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Remark.In the classical theory, the processs predictable. We tak¥ in the above definition to
be a semimartingale for the stochastic integral in Equéi@rto be well defined. A consequence
of Propositio 2.2 below is that the limit in Equatibn]2.6 iglirdefined, and the definition of
self-financing trading strategies is independent of theisege of random partitions.

Even though s.f.t.s. are defined in terms®fthey can be characterized in terms of the exoge-
nously given processég andSas follows:

Proposition 2.2. Let o > 0. If (Xs, Ys)t,<s<T iS a self-financing trading strategy then

t
Yo X(SP, - AMX) = w0_+><to_(sg—AMto><to_>+/txu_ds,

—A tx&_dlvlu—/t(l—)\)l\/lud[x,X]u (2.7)
to t

0
foralltg <t <T.

Proof. Let 1 : to = 10 < 17 < ... < 7/ =1t be a sequence of random partitions tending to the
identity. The self-financing condition is

kn
= N oS0 $ a0 )
i=

where the convergence is in ucp. We can expand the sum inghedaation to find
—limn-seo 319, 81X (90 + MypaAX )

kn Kn kn
T "0, N X . N n T N n 2
= lm 5 (XS, S, )+ fim 3 X A fm S Myp(a7x)

kn Kn
= XLXS+m S (X, A7S+22AMgp Xqp A7 X ) — lim, > Mo (41X)?
1= 1=

Kn
= XS+ XS + 24 Mg XigAXp — 2A M XX + lim. > X A
i=

kn kn kn
+21im $ AMpXpAMX — lim S AMg(APX)? — lim $ (1 —A)Mgn(APX)?
n—>ooi: ! ! n—>ooi: I n—>ooi: i
; & n ; & Ny 2
= XS + XS + Amoi;xriq 'S+ mi_ AMgAPX
ko

. Ny \2
= lim, 3 (1= MM &)



kn kn
2 2 00 i 2
= X+ XSy HAMKE — AMXE + rl]lnmi;Xri[ A'S— Alnmi: AXgn OTM
. kn Ny \2
—lim > (1=2A)Mm(A7X)

t
= XU~ AMOX) X% ( — AMXe) + /t X, dS,

t t
b [ X dMa [ (1-2)Md[X, X
to t

0

by Theorem 21 (Chapter Il) of Protter [19] sinkes cadlag. O

One can think of; +x(S — A Mx) as the liquidation value of a portfolio withshares at time
Indeed, takdy =t andAX; = X;_ in Equatiori 2.I7. Then one finds that the cash value of a pasitio
X;_ attimet— in the stock is equal tAY; = X (P —AMX_ ) — (1—A)M(AX)? if it is liquidated
at timet. Furthermore, if one uses a sequedfea continuous and FV processes converging to
X (this can be done by Lemnia 8.2), then the liquidation valueemes toX_ (S — AMcX_).
Consequently) M; can be interpreted as the effective liquidity parameter.

Similar to the infinitely-liquid caseM = 0), Equatiori 2.7 states that the difference in the lig-
uidation values between tintg andt is equal the cumulative gains in the risky asﬁtoel(u,dsj,
except that in this case there are added costs coming frofimitediquidity of the asset. First note
that if A = 0 we get a linear version of the CJP model. The integral witipeet toM is related
to the impact of trading. IR = 0, the limit order book is automatically refilled after a meirk
order, as in the CJP model. At the other extreme, whenl the impact of trading is at its fullest.

It is interesting to notice that whatever the trading styatesed an investor always has a partial
benefit from the asset becoming more liquid. Indeed, wWedecreases, the associated integral is
positive no matter what the sign & is. To understand this, it is important to remember that the
hedger’s trades have a permanent impact on the quoted phicé v proportional to the level of
liquidity. If the liquidity is low when he purchases a shaneldigh when he sells it, the price goes
up higher after his purchase then it comes down after the Aala result, the hedger has a partial
gain from this trade. This is a typical characteristic ofjatrader models. Note that unless the
hedger uses a trading strategy with zero quadratic vamnidhis is only a partial benefit because
there is always a liquidity cost associated to his trades.

Using Propositiorn 212, foy € R, we define the sef of payoffs of maturityT attainable at
pricey by .Z#t-measurable random variabMés of the type

T T T
Yoo= v+ [ %eds—a [ xZaM— [ (1-2)MdX.X)

in which (X;)t>0 is cadlag with finite quadratic variation.
We will denote byZ def Uyer 2y the set of all attainable payoffs. We use the following defini
tion of admissibility.

Definition 2.3. Leta > 0. A s.f.t.s.(X, Yt )t>0 is @a-admissible if

t dS— A t2ol t A)Md >
| xds-a [ X2 dMs— [[(1-2)MdX X5 > —a
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forallt <T. The s.f.t.s(X;,%)u>0) is simply said to be admissible if it admissible for some
a>0.

A strategy is admissible if its payoff is bounded from beldwparticular, this definition rules
out doubling strategies and is well known to be a key elemetiie definition of arbitrage oppor-
tunities. See Delbaen and Schachermayer [9] in this regard.

Definition 2.4. An arbitrage opportunity is an admissible s.f.t.s. whoseffayT € % satisfies
P{¥y >0}=1 and P{¥r>0}>0. (2.8)

It is already known (see [6]) that the existence of a localtmgale measure fo® rules out
arbitrage opportunities in the CJP model. In the presendeadé impacts, the equation for the
payoff of a s.f.t.s. has an integral with respecMo Since the integrand of this integral is always
negative (A X? ), then the part of the profit coming from this integral will begative on average
if M is a submartingale under the risk neutral measure. Thisisgde@de precise in the following
theorem which gives a sufficient condition for no arbitrage.

Theorem 2.5.If there exists a measuf@ ~ P under which S is &-local martingale and M is a
Q-local submartingale, then there are no arbitrage opporties.

Proof. By the Doob-Meyer decomposition theorem there exist-mcal martingaleM and an
increasing predictable processuch thaM =M +A. LetZ = [§ X, dSi—A [S X2 dM,— [§(1—
MMX, Xy ThenZ 4+ A [SX2 dAG+ (1= A)Myd[X, X]y = f5Xu-dSi— A (X2 dM, > —a
sinceA is increasing andy (1 — A )Myd[X, X]y > 0. Now, SandM areQ-local martingales hence

Ze+ A JSX2 dAG+ [5(1— A)Myd[X, X]y is also a local martingale and because it is bounded from
below it is a supermartingale. Therefoieis also a supermartingale akgZt < 0. But, because

Q ~ P, if Zy were an arbitrage opportunity it would also satisfy Equad withQ instead ofP
andEgZt > 0. O

In the simplest case, whéi{x) = x, it suffices to take/andn > 0. In the case thdt (x) = X2, if
®(m) = /mthen we neegn > 1; if ®(m) = mthen we must havg > %1. In the remaining parts
of the paper, all expectations are with respedpto

3. THE REPLICATION PROBLEM

We now turn to the problem of contingent claims replicatiddecause the presence of the
processeM andz involve risks that cannot be hedged completely by solelyitigthe stock, not
all payoffs are attainable when only the underlying assa&tasved to be traded. Because these two
processes are components of the instantaneous variartoe lofjtreturns of the stock, the natural
hedging instruments to consider are variance swaps. Wectingder contingent claims denoted
by G; (i = 1,2) for which the payoff at timd; > T (Ty # T») equals the difference between the
realized variance over the time interJ@JT;| and a strikeK|, i.e.,

Ti Ti
Gt = / zgds—Ki:/ (Us+Ve)ds—Ki.
0 0

To rule out arbitrage opportunities, we assume the unaifigotice processed areQ-martingales

(i=1,2),i.e.
| T
Gi—E (/ 2ds— Ki‘,%)
0
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for allt <T;. We further assume th@;’s have a linear supply curve, i.€;{(X) = Gj erMiﬂt for all
xandt < T. Since itis not infinitely liquid, tradin@s; can affect its price and we denote v/

its effective liquidity. Typically, changes in the supplyrees of theG;’s will happen less often.
Hence, to keep the problem tractable, we assumeMhat M) ; is some given positive constant
forallt € [0, T]. We will see that two of these swaps are sufficient to hedgmsgaquidity risks.
Because we now have two more traded asggtsdenotes the number of shareg@fandy-; the
number of shares db; in the portfolio at time&. We can easily extend the definition of s.f.t.s. to
the case of three traded securities. As shown beforess(it, x,Y) satisfy

Yr = Yt*/tTXUd31+i:§2/tTXLudGi,u—A/tTXE_dMu
_/tT(l—)\)Mud[X,X]u—._Zz/tT(l—)\i)Micud[Xi,Xi]u

fortg <t <T,whenXy, = X1t = X2to = XT = X171 = X271 =0.

The following proposition gives condition under which theee price process&G;, G, are
non-redundant. It justifies the choice of variance swapsrbyiging a simple explicit representa-
tion of the processeS;. This result will then be used to solve the replication peoil

Proposition 3.1. Supposer # y and© (resp.®) satisfies one of the following conditions:

(1) ©(v) = (resp.c(m) = mf) for § £ [0,3] (resp.g € [0.3]),
(2) © (resp.®d) is Lipschitz continuous.

Then, there exists a predictable procgss- (i j ()1<i j<30<t<T iN R?*2 such that

. Ti t
t
S j_%s/o LIJ37],S j,S

forallt <T andi=1,2. Furthermore,({j jt)1<i j<3is invertible for all t

Proof. Consider the proceds := e 9 (Vi +a) fort <T. Then,

dp = ; e "'60(\)dBi ;.
i=12,3

(We letB; = 8, = @1 = 0.) In other wordsY is a local martingale. We first show thatis in fact a
martingale. Suppod® is Lipschitz continuous. By the Burkholder-Davis-Gundgdpuality, there
exists a positive consta@tsuch that

. T
Esup/?2 < CE / e 29tQ(\;)2dt
t<T 0

T T
< CE/ Vtzdt—i-CSC/ EVi2dt+C < o0
0 0



by well known estimates of moments of solutions of stockasfferential equations with Lipschitz
coefficients. On the other hand@(v) = v? for 6 € [0, ], then

. T A T 28
Esupi? < c/ E\/tzedtgc/ (EV)? dt
t<T 0 0
T N A T . A
< ¢ (e"eWPat=c [ (€M) di<e
0 0

sinceV is a positive local martingale. Hentkis a martingale. Similarly, we can show that the
processJ, defined byJ; := e (U +n) for t < T, is a martingale whem satisfies Condition 1
or 2.

Suppose/,a # 0. Then,

E </0Ti Usda,%) = /OtUsds+E (/tTI (e”Us— nds) |35t)

t T -
— [Uds+ [ (E(URA) - n) s
t
t T
= /()Usd5+/ (e”™Uy—n)ds
t

t - eVTi_th
— /Usds-l—Ut( )—n(Ti—t)
0 y
i 1\ - t /eVTi _@ys\
= Uo—nT; / dUs.
< y )0 n.+0< y ) :
In particular,
: Ti Ti
G{ = E(/O Usdgyt)—i—E(/o Vsdq%)—Ki
e -1\ - et 1)
_< ’ )uo—nT.+< . )vo—aT.—K.
t /¥l _a¥s\ . t /T _ as\
(5 e (555 ) a
0 y 0 a

el —1\ ~ el — 1\ ~ t
= ( v )Uo—’7T|+< g )Vo—aTu—Ku-i-j:;HS/o‘/fl,J,sdBJ,s

eVTi _ th eCfTi o eat
Wije= ( v ) GO(Uy) + (T) 6,0(V)

fori=1,2andj = 1,2,3. Defineysj; = 021§ for j = 1,2,3. Note thaty 31 = 0 fori = 1,2.

in which

Since
Y11 _ oVt Ty _gat
W micorcica= [ ¥ o 2O GO
1,j,1)1<i<2,2<j<3 eysz_eyt eaTza_eat 0 93@(\/0
is invertible, so ig}t. In the case thadr (resp.y) is equal to zero, the terlﬁ% (resp.eyTi—;eyt)

in the above matrix is replaced By—t, and the matrix is also invertible when= y. 0
10



Remark.The fact that the matrixy can be explicitly obtained and shown to be invertible is the
main benefit of using variance swaps to complete the marketil® calculations for non-linear
contingent claims like put and call options on the stock errdmlized variance would have been
much more difficult, if not impossible, to obtain. As a resslich non-linear contingent claims
would make the hedging much more difficult in practice. Ndtatthe processas andV need

not be martingales under the risk neutral measure,a.e. # 0. Consequentlyfé >2dsis not a
martingale ands; ; # f(t) ngs— K; fori = 1,2. If that were the case, one of the two variance swaps
would be redundant.

From now on, we assume that=# y and that® and® satisfy the assumptions of the previous
proposition.

The next lemma implies that the best way of trading is alwaysse FV continuous s.f.t.s. to
avoid liquidity costs coming from the quadratic variatidnXa In this sense, trades should always
be done at the quoted pri&t,0). Note that even though some of the liquidity costs in Equmatio
2.1 are eliminated when using continuous FV strategiesjdity risk has not been completely
eliminated from the model since the integfgle,d My is still present. That is the main difference
between our setup and the CJP model.

If Sis a special semimartingale with canonical decomposiienN + A, i.e. in whichN is a
local martingale and\ is a predictable and FV process, then ##& norm ofSis defined as

!
1S} 772 = IW[N]T|\L2+|\/O |dA [ 2-

Lemma 3.2. Let S be a special semimartingale and X be predictable argjiable with respect
to S. There exists a sequené"}, of bounded continuous processes with finite variation such
that X' = X = 0 and X" converges to X iZ’2. In particular, [ X"dS— [ XdS ins#2.

Proof. The statement is proved in the proof of Lemma 4.1 of Cetirl.dbh O

We will see that, because of the quadratic variation termhe équation of s.f.t.s., it is not
possible to replicate exactly in general. Since continuymagesses with finite variation have
zero quadratic variation, the previous lemma will prove ¢ouseful for the replication problem.
Following Cetin et al.[[6], we make the following definition

Definition 3.3. H € L! can be approximately replicated if there exists a sequéexteg",Y")n>1
of s.f.t.s. such that? — H in L.

In the presence of trade impacts, the procgsanplicitly depends onX and its value at the
maturity is

Y 2\ T|\/|o| 2/\Td|v|x 2/\T dMm
L =Sr+ /0 u—dX,+ /0 M, X]y=Sr — /Oxu u

whenXr = 0 andXg = 0. (Here we use the tim&+ and Xt = 0 to make sure that the hedging
strategy is liquidated before the payoff is calculated toidwdiscrepancies between the observed
asset price before and after the maturity.) The true refdiegroblem involves finding a s.f.t.s.
(X,Y) that replicates a terminal condition which itself dependxo Instead, for eack € R, we
consider the replication of the terminal condition giverndyS¢) with S := Sy —2A [g xX,_dM,

in which X is the solution of the replication problem in the case- 0, € = 0 andx = 1. Jarrow
[15] used a similar approach and interpre¥dhs the market’s perception of the option’s “delta”

X;. In the expression foB, x denotes the number of units to be replicated. Hence, theopeap
11



approximation for the true delta for the replicationxofinits isxX%. Propositior 4.2 in the next
section gives an upper bound of the error introduced by fhpsaximation. Let us begin by giving
an overview of the replication problem in this simplifiedtse.

3.1. Contingent Claims Replication Without Trade Impact and Liqg uidity Costs. WhenA =0
ande = 0, the s.f.t.s(Xs, Ys)t<s<T that replicates a payoH < L! satisfies

T T
Ho= Yot [ Xodsi+ > | Xiu-dGre (3.1)
t = 72t

Also, S =S
First, note that Equatidn 3.1 is equivalent to the followlingar backward stochastic differential
equation (BSDE):

3 T
Y, = H—Z/t (0jZsXsSs+ X151, )5+ X2.s¥2,j.s) dBj.s, (3.2)
=)

0<t<T. Setting

Zit= X1sW1js+ X2sW2,js+ X3 j s (3.3)
for j =1, 2,3, the BSDE can be written as

3 T
% = H-Y [ ZjdBs (0<t<T). (3.4)
=1t

WhenH ¢ L?, BSDE[3.4 has a unique solutigd,Y) in M? x M? (see Pardoux and Perig [18]
for example). Sincej; is invertible, we can defin¥s = olzlfss (t <s<T) ands by inverting
Equatiorf3.B. TheliXs, Xs, Ys)t<s<T iS the solution of 311.

3.2. The Replication Problem With Liquidity Risk. From now on, we denote b()f(,f(,\?) the

solution of(3.2 with terminal conditio = h(Sr). Recall that§>§ =Sr —2xA fOT X,dM,. The
main result of this section is the following theorem.

Theorem 3.4.Let h: R™ — R be Lipschitz continuous. Then(8}) can be approximately repli-
cated for all xe R.

Proof. Let L > 0 andN > 0. Let x € R andh satisfy the conditions of the theorem, and define
hN(y) = h(y) if [y] <N andhM(y) = h(N) otherwise. Sincé is continuous ori—N,N], h" is
bounded. Denote this bound By;. DefineHY = xhN(S¢) and

. 1 1
TL:mf{OgugT:SugtorzuzLorZugt}.

Consider the following BSDE:
T T T
Y= HM- Txdsa [UxaM- Y [ xisdGs (3.5)
t t —Jt

for 0 <t < 1_inwhichHNt = E (HY|.# ). It can be re-written as

N,L Lo > [
H™ = Yt—)\/t Zl7u/\udu+ Z/t Zi7uda7u (36)
i=
12



with

Ziu = 0S¥ @l(M)XE+ Z Ui jiXiu (3.7)
j=T.2
fori=2,3,7;y = 012,SXy and/A\y = 2(22% in which
- 1 - -
u(x) = ey(r ) +mr'(r 1(X>)+§8F (M (x)e(r(x))?

andd (x) = e®(F ~1(x))2r'(r—1(x)). Note that the change of variable fraiX, x1, X2) to (Z1, Z», Z3)
is one-to-one becaug is invertible. Slncé‘—(z'%ﬁur) is bounded on0, 7 ] andHN't € L®(#y,), there
exists a pai(Z,Y)o<t<q, Of predictable processes satisfying BSDE 3.6 by Theorem Brieind
and Hu [5]. Extend these processes$Qar | by settingY; =Yy, andZ; =0 fort > 1.

DefineX andy in termsZ with Equatiod3.7. Fom > 0, defineX" = X1 x|<my and similarly
for X™. Furthermore, leZ™ be given by Equation 3.7 witK and x replaced by>_(rn andy™. By
Lemma[3.2, there exists a sequet{(:ﬁmn X ”)}n of bounded continuous processes with flnlte
variation converging toX, XM in 72, DeflneZ "in terms of (X XM xm m, thenZ™" — Z"
in 72 ash — c. Sincefzm’ndB—> [Z"dB, we also have thaf™ |z "2ds i1z 2dsin LY.
Letting

v Yo /\/ (Zmn 2/\udu+zl/ Z""dB; , and

. LT L
Y= Yo A /O (z;'ju>2/\uo|u+;l /O Z"dBi,

we find\_(?l’n — V?l in L asn — co. Furthermore(X™", x™".Y™") is a s.f.t.s. since it satisfies
Equatiof 35 andX ™", X" = [x™",x™"] = 0.

SinceYy, — HNE asm— o, we can find a sequendX™-N, x™EN yLNY o of sft.s. for
eachL andN such thatry"" — HNE = E (HN.77, ) in LY.

SinceE (HTN|9’TL) — H'T\l asL — = a.s. by martingale convergence, we also have convergence
in L1 by the Dominated Convergence Theorem. Finally siHfeconverges to<h(§’§) whenN

goes to infinity, we can easily find a s.f.t.s. sequefX& x",Y")q>1 such thatr7 — xh(§}) in L1
asn — oo, U

The economic interpretation of Theorémi|3.4 is that the aledity of variance swaps for trading
makes the market approximately complete in the sense tlgatamingent claim with a Lipschitz
payoff function can be approximately replicated.

4. ANALYTICAL PROPERTIES OF THE APPROXIMATE SOLUTIONS

In the presence of price impacts, the replicating cost ohits of a contingent claim is not in
generalx times the replicating cost of 1 unit. Whérbe a Lipschitz continuous function, recall
that for eachx an approximating s.f.t.s. for the approximate replicattbrh(St ) is obtained from
the solution of BSDH 315, which we denote by*, x*,Y*) to emphasize the dependence»pn
with the terminal conditiort (th ‘,/TL) for N andL large. The theorems in this section give

analytical properties of these approximate solutions ¥&dl andN. To alleviate the notation, we
13



omittheL’s andN’s in all the expressions in this section (erg= 1. ,h = hV, etc ...) when there is
no possible confusion. For eatk 1 and eachx € R, we defineH; (X) = )—1(th as the replicating cost
per unit forx units of the claim with payoff functioh. Furthermore, we ldt;(0) = limy_,o H: (X).
The next theorem states that this limit exists and is givetmbysolution of the replication problem
without trade impacts and liquidity costs of Section] 3.1.c&tethat (X, §,Y)o<t<T denotes the
solution of the BSDE 311 with terminal conditidiSr ).

Theorem 4.1.H;(0) = % = E(h(Sr)|.%) and £ X* — X in L2(dQ x dt) as x— 0.

Proof. For eachx, we let (ZX,YX)o<t<r, be the solution of BSDE 3.6 with terminal condition
E (xh(§§)‘ﬁr> . Using the notation of the proof of Theordm 13.4, we have thais bounded
on [0, ], which means there exists a consté@nt- 0 such thatA\u(Z},)* < C|Z}|*. Take || <

1 - . et
Zice,- First note that smc#E (h(S’f)

[16], Proposition 2.1) thatr| < [x|Cy < ﬁ forall0<s<rt.LetH*=E (h(§§)‘9}). In the

proof of Theorenh 314 we have shown that

ﬁr> Hm < Cn we know by the maximum principle (see

T T
xHX:YtX—)\/ Au(z§u>2du+/ ZXdBy,
t ’ t
thus
214X\ 2 X\ 2 r X \2yX 1 X|2 r X=X
R = (92=2 | (A2~ 5128 ) du+2 [ 2B,
T T
> (th)z-l—/ (1—2)\CYUX>|ZLX,|2du+2/ YXZXdB,
t t
T T
> (0924 [ olziPdu2 [ Zide,
t t
We have thak (/" Au(Z},)du|.)
T
< E([ ClZifdus) < 2CE(HY? ) < 207C
t

by taking expectations. Sindg = E (xHX-l— ftT/\u(Z’l‘yu)zdu‘t%> , we find

R EHR) < xeod, (@.1)

Sinceh(§’§) — h(Sr) a.s. ax— 0, we have thaE(H*|.%;) = E(h(§’§)|%) converges t&(h(Sr)|.%)
a.s. ax — 0 by the Dominated Convergence Theorem. Lettirgp to zero in Equatioh 4.1, we
haveH;(0) =Y; = E(h(St)|-%). o

For the second part of the theorem, (&tY)o<t<T be the solution of

3 T .
%= nen-y [ 208 <t<T).
=1
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'I:hean,s: (01ZXsSs+ K15 j s + Ko.s j s) Or j = 1,2 andZy s = 015XsSs. MoreoverE [y |12 —
Zy|?du

1)\ 2 T .
— EIE((SNIF0) -~ (En(Sr) - 06 ) +20E [ Aup (220~ )d

< Elhs) - &R+ PCNE [z

which goes to 0 ag — 0. Recall that|X| = ’ <& |_2 Z1;| on [0,7] and that the same

inequality holds fotX; andZLt forany 0<t < 1. Thus we find thaﬁxX converges tX in L2(dQ x
dt). O

The next proposition gives an estimate of the error intreduzy usings* instead of.

Proposition 4.2. If h is Lipschitz continuous thela )S}+ — (x3) as x— 0. In particular,

E ‘h(sfm ~h($) ‘2 — O(x®) as x— 0.

Proof. In terms ofZ*, the proces§’ can be decomposed as

T @l (Ms)_y
ST+/ 1285215 T3 )y o AsdBis

sincez¥ = 0 for soutside[0, 7], whereas

St ="Sr +/ alzsss

In the proof of the previous theorem, we found

as .
sty s A

L - ~ 4AC T
e ["[zi-2du < El(sr) - nE)P+ TCE [ zgdu
2

T’\
< ZAXZE'/ XdMy| +8ACCix = O(x)
0

asx — 0. Then, for some positive constabit

st -8

IN

~ T . 2
CE/ %2y — 2P du
0
< Xf(x)
in which f(x) = O(x) asx — O. O

Under the additional assumption threis differentiable we have that; (x) is also differentiable
at x = 0 and its derivative can be computed in terms of the solutiothe@ replication problem
without trade impacts. The interpretationtdf(0) is analogous to the liquidity premium per share
M; of the stock. It gives the additional cost per unit for thelicgtion of the contingent claim due
to illiquidity when the number of units replicated is smak. H;(x) =~ H(0) + H{(0)x whenx is

small. This is comparable to the price of the stock per sBdrg = S(0) + Mix.
15



Proposition 4.3.Let0 <t < 7. If h is differentiable everywhere except at a finite numigraints,
then H(x) is a.s. differentiable at x 0 and
%)

H{(0) = AE (/tTN(MS)XdeS‘L%) —2AE (hl(ST)l{Sr<N}(/tT)A(5dMS>
Proof. Forx > 0 small enough, we have that
£ (% %) —AE (K mmoRds 71)
+2AE (h’(ST)l{STSN}( JiEXsdMs) %) ’
— )} (tt( Yt) —AE (/ /\szlsds‘ft) +2)\E< /(St) 15 <N} (S = St) )%))

X

< %E()h“~ —hN(ST)—h/(STﬂ{SrgN}(gXT—ST)))‘gt)

E</ /\(ZS) ds t) (/ /\szsds\,/t)

2L (NS — H(Sr) — W (S5 (85— 50)| | )

ale(f no(BE-22) o)

We know that the second term in the last expression goes ¢ondeenx — 0. On the other hand,

lim = (hN(SXT)—hN(ST)> — lim= <hNST+x/ XsdMs) — hN(ST))

x—0 X x—0 X

+A

IN

sincehN is differentiable everywhere except at a finite number onfsoiFurthermore, note that

T ~
/ RdMs
t

in which C is the Lipschitz constant df. We then get the result by the Dominated Convergence
Theorem. O

IS —nsn| <¢

5. CONCLUSION

This paper extends the liquidity risk model of Cetin et @l jy hypothesizing the existence of
a supply curve that evolves randomly in time and by studyiragiinpact of trades on the supply
curve. This leads to a new characterization of self-finagtiading strategies and a sufficient con-
dition for no arbitrage. We show the direct connection betwstochastic volatility and illiquidity.
As aresult, contingent claims whose payoffs depend on tlhie wd the asset can be approximately
replicated with the use of variance swaps. The replicatogjscof such payoffs are obtained from
the solutions of BSDEs with quadratic growth. We show thatrharginal cost and the liquidity
premium of contingent claims can be easily computed fronsithetion of the replication problem

without trade impacts.
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